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DETAILED ACTION 

Request for Continued Examination 

1 . The request filed on 4/1 1/06 for a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) 
under 37 CFR 1.114 based on parent Application No. 09/955,731 is acceptable and a 
RCE has been established. An action on the RCE follows. 

Response to Amendment 

2. As per Applicant's instructions as filed on 4/1 1/06, claims 67-132 have been 
newly added, and claims 1-66 have been canceled. 

Response to Remarks 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to newly added claims as above have been 
carefully considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection incorporating 
the previously cited prior art references. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 67-77, 80, 82-84, 89, 92-96, 99-100, 102-103, 105, 108-109, 112-113, 
115, 121-122, 125, and 128-132 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Ozkan et al (5,933,451). 

Regarding claims 67, 70, 92, 99, 108, 112, 121, 128, 130, and 132, Ozkan et al 
discloses a computer implemented method, a computer readable medium storing 
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programs for causing a computer system to perform a method (col. 5, lines 63-67; col. 
6, lines 1-29), and a system comprising: 

receiving a number parameter that indicates how many sets of reference decoder 
parameters being provided for the given video of a single bit stream (col. 9, lines 10-36; 
Col. 11, lines 1-57); 

a module for receiving multiple sets of reference decoder parameters provided 
for given video of a single video bitstream, wherein each of the multiple sets comprise a 
rate parameter (Rm/n, Rmax) and a decoder buffer size parameter (buffer size), and 
wherein each of the multiple sets represents a different point along a rate-decoder 
buffer size curve for the given video (Equations 7 and 8)(col. 10, lines 54-67; col. 1 1 , 
lines 1-17); 

a module for determining an operating condition using any of the multiple sets, 
wherein the operating conditions indicates peak rate or decoder buffer size for decoding 
encoded data for the given video, and wherein the multiple sets are concurrently 
available for use in the determining the operating conditions (col. 10, lines 54-67; col. 
11, lines 1-17); and 

at a decoder, receiving and decoding the encoded data for the given video in 
accordance with the operating condition (col. 11, lines 18-55). 

Regarding claims 68-69, 93-94, 109, 122, and 129, Ozkan et al discloses the 
decoder buffer size and the rate parameter for each of the multiple set being different 
(col. 10, lines 54-67; col. 11, lines 1-17) 

Regarding claims 71 and 96, Ozkan et al discloses receiving multiple additional 
sets of reference decoder parameters (Rm/n, Rmax; Encoder Buffer Size, E); 

re-determining the operating condition using any of the multiple additional sets, 
(col. 10, lines 54-67; col. 11, lines 1-17); and 

at the decoder, receiving and decoding the encoded data for the given video in 
accordance with the re-determined operating condition (col. 11, lines 18-55). 

Regarding claims 72 and 95, Ozkan et al discloses receiving a number 
parameter that indicates how many sets of reference decoder parameters being 
provided for the given video (col. 9, lines 10-36; Col. 1 1 , lines 1-57). 
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Regarding claim 73, Ozkan et al discloses selecting a parameter of one of the 
multiple received sets (col. 10, lines 54-67; col. 11, lines 36-57). 

Regarding claims 74-75, 113, 125, and 131, Ozkan et al discloses interpolating 
between parameters of two of the multiple sets (Eq. 8, encoder buffer size En) (col. 10, 
lines 54-67), and extrapolating from a parameter of one of the multiple sets (Eq. 7, 
encoder buffer size E) (col. 10, lines 54-67). 

Regarding claims 76-77, Ozkan et al discloses min peak rate and setting the 
min peak rate based upon at least one of the decoder buffer size parameters, and 
setting the decoder buffer size based upon at least one of the rate parameters of the 
multiple sets (Col. 1 1 , lines 1-57; see also Eq. 8). 

Regarding claim 80, Ozkan et al discloses parameters comprising initial buffer 
fullness data (col. 11, lines 36-55). 

Regarding claims 82 and 102, Ozkan et al discloses each of the multiple sets 
represents a different point along a rate-decoder buffer size curve for the given video 
(Equations 7 and 8). 

Regarding claims 83-84 and 103, Ozkan et al discloses an entire and part of a 
video sequence (col. 4, lines 63-67; col. 5, lines 1-8). 

Regarding claims 89, 105, and 115, Ozkan et al discloses the peak (max) rate 
corresponding to a transmission rate for a network connection during decoding the 
encoded data (col. 10, lines 27-37). 

Regarding claim 100, Ozkan et al discloses an initial buffer fullness parameters 
(col. 10, lines 54-67; col. 11, lines 1-17). 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claims 79, 81,85-88,90-91,97, 101, 104, 106-107, 110, 114, 116, 124, and 
126-127 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozkan et al 
(5,933,451). 

Regarding claims 79, 97, 110, and 124, the Examiner takes official notice that a 
pre/post processor such as band (low or high) pass filter is well known in the art for 
filtering video comprising a single video bitstream or multiple bitstreams. 

Therefore, it would have been considered obvious to one of skill in the art 
employing Ozkan's reference to recognize the number parameter and the multiple sets 
could be provided as signaled out of band for the given video for filtering purposes as 
desired by an user/designer. 

Regarding claims 81 and 101, the Examiner takes official notice that utilizing 
leaky bucket model for buffer management is well known in the art. Note: see Eyuboglu 
et al (5,541,852) (Fig. 8, 802). 

Therefore, it would have been considered obvious to one of skill in the art 
employing Ozkan's reference to recognize the each of the multiple sets could represent 
a different leaky bucket model for given video for an obvious reason of buffer 
management. 

Regarding claims 85-87 and 126, the Examiner takes official notice that a 
decoder being implemented in such as a handheld computing device, a PC, and a disk 
media player is well known in the art for decoding compressed video for displaying 
video images. 

Therefore, it would have been considered obvious to one of skill in the art 
employing Ozkan's reference to recognize the decoder could easily be implemented in 
such as a handheld computing device, a PC, and a disk media player for decoding 
compressed video data for displaying reconstructed video images. 

Regarding claims 88, 104, and 114, Ozkan et al discloses the peak (maximum) 
rate corresponding to a transmission rate for a network connection during decoding the 
encoded data (col. 10, lines 27-37). 

Furthermore, the Examiner takes official notice that utilizing a disk drive as a 
storage device is well known in the art. 
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Moreover, Ozkan further discloses a bit rate allocator comprising (Fig. 1, 30) 
plurality of storage devices (32 and 33), the microprocessor (31), and I/O (34). 

Therefore, it would have been considered obvious to one of skill in the art 
employing Ozkan's reference to recognize the peak rate corresponding to a drive speed 
for a disk during decoding the encoded data in order to prevent the buffer overflow 
and/or underflow. 

Regarding claims 90-91, 106-107, 116, and 127, the Examiner takes official 
notice that decoding the encoded data during live video (real time) transmission and 
during on-demand transmission for the given video is well known in the art for an 
obvious reason of decoding encoded video for displaying video images during real time 
(live) and/or during on-demand such as requested by a plurality of subscribers of cable 
or satellite system. 

Therefore, it would have been considered obvious to one of skill in the art 
employing Ozkan's reference to recognize decoding the encoded data during live video 
(real time) transmission and on-demand transmission for the given video for an obvious 
reason of decoding encoded video for displaying video images during real time (live) 
and/or during on-demand transmission such as requested by a plurality of subscribers 
of cable or satellite system. 

8. Claim 1 17-120 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ozkan et al (5,933,451 ) in view of Eyuboglu et al (5,541 ,852). 

Regarding claim 117, Ozkan et al discloses a computer implemented method 
comprising: 

receiving multiple sets of reference decoder parameters provided for given video 
of a single video bitstream, wherein each of the multiple sets comprise a rate parameter 
(Rm/n, Rmax) and a decoder buffer size parameter (buffer size); 

processing the multiple sets, wherein the multiple sets are concurrently available 
for use in the determination of the operating conditions, and wherein the operating 
conditions indicates peak rate or decoder buffer size for decoding encoded data for the 
given video (col. 10, lines 54-67; col. 11, lines 1-17); 
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receiving multiple additional sets of reference decoder parameters (Rm/n, Rmax; 
Encoder Buffer Size, E) signaled for the given video of the single video bit stream, and 

processing the multiple additional sets, wherein the multiple additional sets are 
concurrently available for use in re-determination of the operating conditions (col. 10, 
lines 54-67; col. 11, lines 1-55). 

Ozkan et al does not seem to disclose multiple sets and additional multiple sets 
representing a different leaky bucket model for the given video. 

However, Eyuboglu et al teaches variable bit-rate packet video communication 
system utilizing leaky bucket model for buffer management for given video of a single 
video bitstream (Fig. 8, 802). 

Therefore, it would have been considered obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the relevant art employing Ozkan's method to incorporate the Eyuboglu's teaching so 
that Ozkan's multiple sets and additional multiple sets represent a different leaky bucket 
model for the given video as an efficient way to manage buffer data flow. 

Regarding claim 118, Ozkan et al discloses the decoder buffer size and the rate 
parameter for each of the multiple set being different (col. 10, lines 54-67; col. 11, lines 
1-17). 

Regarding claim 119, Ozkan et al discloses interpolating between parameters of 
two of the multiple sets (Eq. 8, encoder buffer size En) (col. 10, lines 54-67), and 
extrapolating from a parameter of one of the multiple sets (Eq. 7, encoder buffer size E) 
(col. 10, lines 54-67). 

Regarding claim 120, Ozkan et al discloses setting the peak rate based upon 
one or more of the decoder buffer size parameters of the multiple sets, or setting the 
decoder buffer size based upon at least one of the rate parameters of the multiple sets 
(Col. 1 1 , lines 1-57; see also Eq. 8). 

9. Claim 78, 98, 111, and 123 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ozkan et al (5,933,451) in view of Morris (6,873,629). 

Regarding claims 78, 98, 111, and 123, Ozkan et al does not seem to disclose 
multiple sets being provided in a stream header of the single video bit stream. 



